Proposed amendments for S 10, 2005

From Mr. Joel Amiable, France:

Effected paragraph: Annex 3, 3.1.7 PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT.
Current writing: A protective helmet must be worn whenever the pilot is strapped into the harness of a PF. An emergency parachute system is highly recommended.

Proposed writing: A protective helmet must be worn whenever the pilot is strapped into the harness of a PF. An emergency parachute system is obligatory.

Reason: Mr. Amiable hasn’t given anything in writing, but will have the opportunity to comment at the CIMA-meeting.
Comment from the S10 sub-committee:  There have not been any cases of successful parachute deployment in FAI championships to date. They are made removable so pilots can opt not to use them in tasks when they are of no use (e.g. kicking sticks). Our recommendation: No change of the current writing.
Comments from other delegates:

Decision:

From Mr.Wolfgang Lintl, Germany:
Effected paragraph: Chapter 2, 2.3.3 c) Gold Colibri

Current writing: “Complete a tour of at least 1000 km in length to a pre-declared flight plan within 7 consecutive days.”…  Etc. etc.
Proposed writing: “ Complete a tour of at least 1000 km in length for the Classic Classes and 500 km (or 750 km ) for the New Classes”…  Etc. etc.
Reason: Mr. Lintl argues that the speed of the New Classes is not more than half that of the Classic Classes, and therefore the New Classes have a big disadvantage in trying to achieve a Gold Colibri with the current system.
Comment from the S 10 sub-committee:  The ‘required distances’ in Colibris as laid down in S10 have not altered in more than 20 years and it is clear a revision is required.  At the time S10 was written, all microlights could be considered to have an airspeed of between about 60 and 90 Km/h.  Today, this ‘speed range’ has altered drastically from 40 Km/h (PPG’s) to more than 200 Km/h (hot AL2’s).

 The S10 sub-committee therefore recommends the ‘distances’ as required for Colibris are altered to a function of time which would make it possible for all pilots to achieve Colibris on an equal basis whatever aircraft they fly.  It also ‘future-proofs’ them against the development of both faster and slower aircraft.

On the assumption that a microlight could fly at 75 Km/h when the rules were written, it is proposed the distance of 75 Km becomes ‘dM x 1’, 150 Km becomes ‘dM x 2’ and 1000 Km becomes ‘dM x 14’ where dM is the distance the aircraft can fly in nil wind in one hour at the manufacturer’s published cruise speed.

Recommendation from S10 sub-committee: 
1)  A new paragraph is added to S10:

2.4.10  dM is the distance the aircraft can fly in nil wind in one hour at the manufacturer’s published cruise speed.  Evidence of dM must be provided as part of the application for a Colibri award.

2) The following paragraphs are amended to:

2.3.1 d)  Two cross country flights of distance dM x 1 over a triangular course, one with an outlanding at a designated point along the route.

2.3.2 c) Four cross country flights of distance dM x 2 with any landing or turn points pre-declared. The courses may be straight, dog-leg (1 turn point), out and return, or triangular (2 turn points).

2.3.3  c)  Complete a tour of at least the distance dM x 14 to a pre-declared flight plan within 7 consecutive days. The route to contain at least 3 control points which the aircraft is observed to overfly or where a landing is made. Only the final landing of the tour may be made at the initial departure point.

Comments from other delegates:

Decision:

Effected paragraph: Chapter 4, 4.24.3 Tasks should as far as practicable, conform to the following guidelines..
Current writing: “ For microlight aircraft classes PF and PL 

A
Navigation: 33% of total competition tasks

B
Economy: 33% of total competition tasks

C
Precision: 33% of total competition tasks”

Proposed amendment: “For microlight aircraft classes PF and PL
A
Navigation: 50% of total competition tasks

B
Economy: 25% of total competition tasks

C
Precision: 25% of total competition tasks”

Reason: Mr. Lintl argues that there is no reason for a difference. Considering the fact that with the big number of competitors in the New Classes, it is very time and staff consuming to have many economy tasks.

Comment from the S 10 sub-committee: We whish to point out that this proposal may not be appropriate because of the large number of precision tasks available to the new’ classes. 

Comments from other delegates:

Decision: 

Effected paragraph: Annex 4, Task catalogue, 3C1, Precision take off and landing
Current objective: To make take- off and landings in a circular deck of a 6,5 m diameter for all PFs and PLs 
Proposed objective: That the PLs doesn’t have to participate in this task, but instead make precision landings in a deck that is more like the deck of the Classic Classes, but of shorter length and with shorter distances between the lines, suggested distance 1 m.
Reason: Mr. Lintl argues it is not suitable for PLs to make spot landings as currently requested.

Comment from the S 10 sub-committee: The S10 editorial committee recognizes that S10 Annex 4, Part 3 (the task catalogue for PF’s) is probably not entirely appropriate for PL1 & especially PL2 and in the longer term a S10 Annex 4, Part 4, “Task catalogue for classes PL1 & PL2” may need to be revised.  

In the meantime these two classes are still quite ‘experimental’ at championships and we think that most, if not all tasks in the catalogue can be adapted by the championship director so PL1’s and PL2’s can safely fly them.  

The S10 sub committee does however think that the idea of a ‘classic classes’ style deck for PL1 and PL2 would be difficult to organize because of their very limited cross-wind landing capability.  A ‘target’ type of precision landing (and the catalogue provides for two types) is wind-direction insensitive and is more likely to obtain a fair result. We recommend against this proposal.

Comments from other delegates:

Decision:

Effected paragraph: Annex 4, Task catalogue, 3C2, Precision Circuit in the shortest time. 3C4, The four sticks. 3C7, “Clover leaf slalom”  and 3C8 “Japanese slalom”

Current writing: “Part 3, Tasks for class PF1 (PPGs) PL1 and PL2 (PPG-trike)”
Proposed amendment: “Part 3, Tasks for class PF1 (PPGs) PL1 and PL2 (PPG-trike), except that PL1 and PL2 are not to fly in tasks 3C2, 3C4, 3C7 and 3C8”
Reason: Mr. Lintl argues that these tasks are to difficult to fly for these aircraft, especially for the heavier models that are around.

Comment from the S10 sub-committee: When there is no proposed substitute for the PLs to fall back on and even if it were, it would be a lot more work for the organizer to arrange special tasks for the PLs, the S10 sub-committee refrains from the idea and recommend against this proposal.

Comments from other delegates:

Decision:
From Mr. Tomas Backman, Sweden
Effected paragraph: Chapter 4, 4.7.1 Responsibilities of the organizer and the Director
Current writing: No change 

Proposed amendment: Insertion in the 6:th line, after the sentence ending:” for issuing the daily results with minimum delay”….

“and on demand, make public all the circumstances that have had any bearing on the scoring for the tasks, including the coordinates for turn points, hidden gates, ground markers etc.”
Reason: There were complaints when some of the competitors, during the 2004 EMC for the Classic Classes, did not get a full scoring, despite their conviction that they had passed the ground feature or turn point correctly. The competition director was then asked to publicize all the coordinates used during the task. That was at first denied, as some of the same turn points were to be used in another task. Later, when given the coordinates for some of the turn points, the places were visited on the ground and checked with GPS. It was then discovered that some of the coordinates for given ground features did not match the coordinates used by the competition director. The matter was solved, but it was a strong whish from the competitors that all coordinates used in the future shall be made public after the finishing of a task.
Comments from the S10 sub-committee: The proposal is upheld
Comments from other delegates:

Decision:

From Mr. Etsushi Matsuo, Japan

Effected paragraph: Chapter 3, 3.4.6. General rules for records

Current writing: A foot launched microlight aircraft must be foot launched from a surface which has no slope greater than 1% over a radius of 100 m from the take-off point.
Proposed amendment: A new paragraph is added to Chapter 5, Control & Measurement.

“5.2.6. Measurement of inclination . 

Referring to the requirements in Chapter 3, paragraph 3.4.6. for foot launched microlights and the sloping of the starting surface. 

A sloping surface could be measured for its inclination by a land surveyor instrument. If this for any reason can not be done, it is acceptable to use a carpenter’s water level that has more than a meters length, placed on a stick of 1 m height at a distance of 100 m from the starting point. With the water level absolutely horizontal, pointing in the direction of the starting point, the observer peep along the upper part of the water level. If the observer can not se the ground at the starting point, but sees above it, the sloping is less than 1 %.”

Reason: Mr.: Matsuos argue:

1) Does one need to get official statement from Geographical/Civil Engineer? (it will be so expensive and no place to fulfill this condition)

2) Official observer for the record simply can judge it's acceptable or not? ( it is realistic)

3) Do we need 3.4.6 for remote start?

4) What's history and target to constitute this rule?

5) How to provide this evidence for current world records? Any concrete documentation?

S10 sub-committee comment: A clarification of how to deal with this rule and how to provide evidence of this condition.

In answer to point 4), the purpose is to prevent the pilot from taking off from a steep slope, or in other words, that they should be observed to take off from a 'more or less flat place'.  There is no doubt that this applies to all record attempts in the foot-launched classes so in answer to point 3), yes it is required in a remote start situation.  

In answer to points 1) and 5), It should not be necessary to provide a professional survey of the takeoff site to prove compliance with the provision so some interpretative advice needs to be added to S10 and we think that the suggestion in point 2) will be adequate.

Comments from other delegates:
Decision:
From Mr. Richard Meredith-Hardy, UK

Effected paragraph: The whole of the S10 Sporting code and other CIMA and FAI document

Current writing: Powered paraglider

Proposed amendment: That the designation is changed to “Paramotor”

Reason: Mr. Meredith-Hardy argues that, besides the fact that these aircraft are usually called Paramotors, it is more and more common to have wings on these aircraft specially designed for the purpose, as time goes by they are less and less "Powered Paragliders" and increasingly something unique in their own right. More than anything though, the reason for this proposed change is symbolic and tries to create tangible evidence that CIMA as a whole is making an effort to create a 'new beginning' in their management of these classes of aircraft.

S10 sub-committee comment: The proposal is upheld
Comments from other delegates:

Decision:

Effected paragraph: None, new provision
Current writing: Not affected

Proposed amendment: A new paragraph Chapter 4, 4.4.2 

“ Where the candidate competition director for a Cat. 1 championship has not previously organized a successful FAI Category 1 microlight championship he/she must as a minimum:

(1) have flown as a competitor in an FAI Category 1 microlight championship, and;

(2) have organized national competitions.

Evidence of this experience should be provided to CIMA in the form of a comprehensive CV supported by the National Aero Club presenting the bid and verified by the CIMA Bureau or a nominated CIMA representative.

Reason: Mr. Meredith-Hardy argues that he thinks that these aren't very burdensome qualifications and it is such a hell of a job the candidate must know what it is all about.  In the past, for one reason or another, CIMA has given in too many times on this:   Portugal... Italy....

S10 sub-committee comment: The proposal is upheld.  Although it should come into force immediately, it should not apply to bids already accepted (i.e. WMC 2005)

Comments from other delegates:

Decision:
From Mr. Richard Meredith-Hardy, UK

Paragraph effected: None, new paragraph

Current writing: Not effected

Proposed amendment: A new paragraph Annex 6, 6.3.5 

6.3.5  Complaints about the physical mis-positioning of a scoring zone
relative to a turnpoint will not be accepted unless it can be shown that
the turnpoint is not inside the scoring zone.

Reason: 
This proposal is important because increasingly pilots have been
choosing NOT to fly directly overhead turnpoints during tasks for
TACTICAL reasons and instead just try to 'touch' the scoring zone. This
is behavior which must be discouraged; the purpose of a turnpoint is
for a pilot to fly over it, the purpose of a scoring zone is to prove
the pilot has been to the turnpoint, NOT vice versa. Annex 6, 6.3.1
already obliges the organizer to physically get turnpoint fixes. At the
moment, the 'standard' scoring zone as recommended in S10 Annex 6 is
250m radius.  This is HUGE - 1/2 a kilometer across!  The idea of this
large size is so if the pilot flies OVERHEAD the point then it is SURE
he will be inside the scoring zone notwithstanding any reasonable errors
either in the GPS system or by the organizer. 
This provision establishes:
- That the objective is to fly over the turnpoint.
- What the margin of error is.
- That there are no grounds for complaint on the basis of scoring zone
mis-positioning unless there is a proven GROSS error.

S10 sub-committee comment: The proposal is upheld  


Comments from other delegates:
Decision: 
